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Response to Amendment 

1 . In response to the Office Action mailed August 8, 2007, the applicant has submitted an 
amendment, amending claim 15, and arguing to traverse the rejection of claims 1-3, 5-10, 12-17, 
19-21, and 25-27. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed February 7, 2008 have been fully considered but they are not 
deemed to be persuasive for at least the following reasons. Applicant argues with respect to the 
anticipatory rejection of claims 1,8, 15, and 25-27 starting on page 1 1 of the remarks, that the 
reference to Bobrow, ct al docs not calculate a similarity value between the images. The 
examiner respectfully disagrees. In Bobrow, similarities between document images are 
calculated using distance measurement or similarity may also be calculated on the basis of 
documents having matching features (See for example, Fig. 15 and the associated text). 
Furthermore, at col. 30, lines 10-14, Bobrow states: "By using this method for sorting documents 
stored in a corpus of documents, a user is able to more readily identify a particular document in 
the corpus by examining the grouping of documents 1700 which have similar address fields." 
Thus, Bobrow does compute similarities between the document images based on the similarities 
found between the objects, segments or address fields. 

3. The applicant further argues with respect to the obviousness rejection of claims 1-3 5-10, 
12-17, and 19-21 on page 13 of the remarks that the combination of Li and Bobrow fail to teach 
the similarity computation between the images. The argument presented above in paragraph 2 is 
not repeated herein, but is incorporated by reference. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 2 1(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 1, 8, 15, and 25-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Bobrow, et al. (6,562,077). 

With regard to claim 1, Bobrow discloses similarity judgment method forjudging a 
similarity value between images, i.e., documents, related to or attached with characteristic, i.e., 
layout, structure or attribute, information representing a characteristic of each of objects therein 
(See for example, the Abstract and Fig. 15), the similarity judgment method comprising the steps 
of: calculating a similarity value between the objects included in the images, based on the 
characteristic information, calculating the similarity value between the images, based on the 
similarity value between the objects (See for example, col. 27, line 30 - col. 28, line 53; and col. 
30, lines 10-14). 

Claim 8 is rejected the same as claim 1 except claim 8 is directed to an apparatus claim. 
Thus, argument analogous to that presented above for claim 1 is applicable to claim 8. 
Applicant's attention is further invited to Figures 1 and 2. 
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Claim 15 is rejected the same as claim 8. Thus, argument similar to that presented above 
for claim 8 is applicable to claim 15. As to a computer-readable medium including a program 
(See for example, item 116, in Fig. 1). 

With regard to claim 25, the method of Claim 1, wherein the calculation of similarity 
value between images is for plural images stored in a database, and wherein at least two of the 
stored plural images are compared against each other (See for example, Figs. 1-3 and 15-16 and 
the associated text). 

With regard to claim 26, the method of claim 1 , the calculation of similarity value 
between the objects is between objects appearing in plural images, said plural images being 
stored in a database (See for example, Figs. 1-3 and 15-16 and the associated text). 

With regard to claim 27, the method of claim 26, wherein calculation of similarity values 
between objects includes similarity value calculations for multiple objects occurring in each of 
the plural images, and the similarity value between images is calculated between the plural 
images (See for example, Figs. 1-3 and 15-16 and the associated text). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-3, 5-10, 12-17, and 19-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being 
anticipated by Li, et al (5,930,783) in view of Bobrow, et al. (6,562,077). 
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With regard to claim 1, Li, et al discloses a similarity judgment method forjudging a 
similarity value between images related to or attached with characteristic information, i.e., color, 
shape, etc, representing a characteristic of each of objects, i.e., tree, person, TV, airplane, bird, 
etc, therein, the similarity judgment method (See for example, 1-5, and particularly item 212) 
comprising the steps of: calculating a similarity value between the objects included in the 
images, based on the characteristic information (See for example, col. 5, line 30 -col. 5, line 65; 
and Figs. 1-5); calculating the (similarity value between the images), based on the similarity 
value between the objects (broadly reads on col. 5, line 66 - col. 6, line 54; and Tables 3 & 4). 
Li, et al. does not expressly call for calculating similarity between images. However, finding 
similarity between images based on the similarity found between the objects included in the 
images is well known in the art of image searching or retrieving as evidenced by Bobrow (See 
for example, Fig. 15 and the associated text). Li, et al. and Bobrow, et al. are combinable 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, i.e., image searching or retrieving graphical 
images (See for example, the Abstract). At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious 
to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teaching of Bobrow, et al. with Lin, et al. 
The motivation for doing so would enable the system of Li, et al. match the images on the basis 
of similarity found between the objects. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Bobrow, et al with Li, et al. to obtain the invention as specified in claim 1 . 

With regard to claim 2, the similarity judgment method according to claim 1, wherein the 
characteristic information is included in metadata of image data representing the images (See for 
example, col. 6, lines 49-51). 
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With regard to claim 3, the similarity judgment method according to claim I, wherein the 
characteristic information refers to at least one of items comprising a candidate of the name of 
each of the objects, a reliability value representing likelihood of each of the objects having the 
name, position information representing a position of each of the objects in a corresponding one 
of the images, size information representing a size of each of the objects, and a statistic value 
regarding characteristic quantities of each of the objects (See for example, Table 4). 

With regard to claim 5, the similarity judgment method according to claim 1, further 
comprising the step of storing the images by classifying the images according to the similarity 
value between the images (See for example, Table 4). 

With regard to claim 6, the similarity judgment method according to claim 5, further 
comprising the step of sequentially outputting the stored images according to the similarity value 
between the images (See for example, Fig. 14). 

With regard to claim 7, the similarity judgment method according to claim 6, further 
comprising the steps of: storing the images by further classifying the images according to the 
similarity value between the objects included in the images, and sequentially outputting the 
stored images according to the similarity value between the objects in the images (See for 
example, Table 4 and Fig. 14 respectively). 

Claims 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, and 14 are rejected the same as claims 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7 
respectively, except claims 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, and 14 are directed to apparatus claims. Thus, 
arguments analogous to those presented above for claims 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7 are respectively 
applicable to claims 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, and 14. 
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Claims 15, 16, 17, 19, 20, and 21 are rejected the same as claims 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7 
respectively. Thus, arguments analogous to those presented above for claims 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7 
are respectively applicable to claims 15, 16, 17, 19, 20, and 21. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

8. Claims 4, 11, 18 and 22-24 remain objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. A publication to: Jia, et al. "Object-Based Image Similarity Computation Using 
Inductive Learning of Contour-Segment Relations" (See for example, page 84, sections IV 
and V). 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DANIEL G. MARIAM whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7394. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (7:00-4:30). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, BRIAN P. WERNER can be reached on 571-272-7401 . The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2624 



